
Mied ema, Ron 

From: 
Sent: 

Mier, Jena <Jena.Mier@nexteraenergy.com> 
Friday, April 01, 2016 10:21 AM 

To: Miedema, Ron 
Cc: Able, Tony 
Subje ct: RE: Turkey Point Si te Visit. 

You are we lcome. Have fun out there!<;;> 

J e,.vu;v S. M ie¥} PW S 
Project Manager 
Environmental Services 

r'-J~x 1 era 
ENERGY~ 

,~-=-
700 Universe Blvd. 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 
Office 561-691-2209 
Cell 561-339-0621 
Jena.Mier@nee.com 

From: Miedema, Ron [mailto:Miedema.Ron@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 10:21 AM 
To: Mier, Jena 
Cc: Able, Tony 
Subject: Re: Turkey Point Site Visit. 

Thank You Jena, 

We will meet them at 8:00 on the 12th. I wil l make it perfectly clear, this sit e visit is only to review and discuss 
the Turkey Poin t 6 and 7 project . 

Thanks again for arranging this, 

Ron 

From: Mier, Jena <Jena.Mier@nexteraenergy.com> 
Sent: Friday, Apri l 1, 2016 10:09 AM 
To: Miedema, Ron 
Subject: RE: Turkey Point Site Visit. 

Ron-

Ken Proctor and Karl Bullock will be your escorts for the day. Unfortunately, I am unable to attend but have been 
working with them to set everything up. I suggest you meet at the Day Care like we did last time at 8:00am so that you 
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wi ll have s11 fficient time to see wha t you are interested in seeing. Karl will be guid ing since he was with us last time. No 
problem with including Bill Cox as long as it is clear the site visit is specific to the Turkey Point 6 & 7 project. 

J eAtUV S. ~ i-e¥) PW S 
Project Manilger 
Environmental Services 

i .. ·, iera 
ENERGY ® _.-- ---=--
700 Universe Blvd. 
Juno Beach, FL 33408 
Office 561-691-2209 
Cell 561-339-0621 
Jena.Mier@nee.com 

From : Miedema, Ron [mailto : Miedema.Ron@~ov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 10:08 AM 
To: Mier, Jena 
Subject: Turkey Point Site Visit. 

Good morning Jena, 

For our site visit April 12, I would like to start as soon as possible as we will be in Homestead the night before. I wou ld 
like to show Tony the same thing you showed me the last time. 

If I reca ll we reviewed Onsite impacts, Transmission line corrido rs, Road Widening, and Mitiga tion. Pipelines?? 

Anyway. Bill Cox, who used to be my EPA Branch Chief but is now temporarily assigned to Biscayne National Park would 
like to join us if there is room. Your ca ll just let me know 

Thanks, and I' ll see you soon. 

Ron 
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Miedem a, Ron 

From: 
Sent : 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Kay, 

Jocelyn Karazsia - NOAA Federal <jocelyn.karazsia @noaa.gov> 
Friday, April 15, 2016 11:59 AM 
Kay Davy - NOAA Federal 
Miedema, Ron 
Re: Turkey Point 
FPL-TurkeyPointUnits6ancl7 _2009-02417 _EFH_FINAL (2).pdf 

Sorry for the delayed response. I have not been to the site in a whi le. ho\\'cvcr I spoke \\'i th Ron ycstcrday and 
lcamcd he did a site visit recentl y. You may want to reach out to him. On page J of our Ef-'H letter, we address 
the mangrove impacts. I am not tl1miliar wi th FLUC'S codes. so I am not sure what swamp vs h<;:ad classitication 
would have any relevance l(w intertidal zonation. 

Jocelyn 

On ton, Apr II . 20 I 6 at 3:3~ PM. Kay Davy- OAA Federal <kay.davvChnoaa.~o,·> wrote: 

Hi Jocelyn, 

Have you been to the Turkey Point site? (I haven't) I had questioned the RC' about the impacts to mangroves 
that could be juveni le small tooth sawfish habitat. They claim the mangroves do not olkr intertidal habitat. 
Rachel was thinking maybe someone from the Corps in Kendall could do a little site visit. I thought I'd check 
with you tirst to see if you have first-hand experi ence of the site. 

Thanks, 
Kay 

/,·m. I h n 'I' 
l'ruiL'< ~t·d R( \IIIIi'< (' I )f\'J\i J/1 

\a/lOlled \f.t,·int I i,l~t 1 ' \, 1'1/t l' 

\utiunol Ot ( "" c '"/ f 1/111'11/u ftc 

0!/lc'< · 727-4 / 5-9271 

Jocelyn Karazsia 
Fishery Biologist 
'OAA National Marine Fisheries Service 

Southeast Region, Habitat Conserva ti on Division 



Miedema, Ron 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Kay Davy - NOAA Federal < kay.davy@noaa.gov> 
Monday, April18, 2016 8:55 AM 
Miedema, Ron 
Jocelyn Karazsia - NOAA Federal 
Re: Turkey Point 

T hanks. Ron! l appn.:~.:iatc the good inf'o. NRC has reall y been in denial about impacts, so I'm glad you've seen 
it tirst-hand. 

ll rn ·e a good day 

Kay 

On Mon. Apr l 8, 20 l 6 at 6:5 l AM, Miedema. Ro n < 'licdcma.Ron(hcpa.gov> wrote: 

Kay, 

The only impact I see to tidal mangroves may come from adding a new power line to the eastern transmission line 
co rridor. We have been instructed by FPL that there is enough room on the existing pads to add another pole to 
accommodate this one new line. In reviewing the access road, pads, and surround ing mangroves, it is hard for me to 
believe there will not be temporary impacts to some mangroves during this construction. 

Hope this helps, 

Ron 

From: Kay Davy- NOAA Federal [ma ilto:kay.davy@noaa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, AprillS, 2016 4:40 PM 
To: Jocelyn Karazsia - NOAA Federal <jocelyn.karazsia@noaa.gov> 
Cc: Miedema, Ron <Miedema.Ron@epa.gov> 
Subject: Re: Turkey Point 

T hanks, Jocelyn! 

Hi Ron. 



.lo<.:elyn said you were on-site recen tl y. Did you sec any tidal mangroves that would be impach:d? \Vc an: 
trying to determine if the shallow water intertidal habitat ol"ju,·enile smalltooth sawfish would be impacted by 
the Turkey Point expansion. 1\ ny comments would be appreciated. 

I hope you both have a good weekend! 

Kay 

On Fri. Apr 15, 20 16 at I I :59 1\1\11, Jocelyn Karazsia - t OAA Federa l <jocelyn.karazsia0moaa.gov> wrote: 

Hi Kay. 

Sorry for the delayed response. I have not been to the site in a while, however I spoke with Ron yesterday and 
learned he did a site visit recent ly. You may want to reach out to him. On page 3 o f our EFH letter, we 
add ress the mangrove impacts. I am not fami liar with f- LUCS codes, so I am not sure what swamp vs head 
classi licat ion wo uld have any relevance fo r intertida l zonation. 

Jocelyn 

On Mon, Apr I I, 20 16 at 3:34 PM, Kay Davy - NOAA Federal <kav.davy<£unoaa.gov> wrote: 

Hi Jocelyn, 

I lave you been to the Turkey Point site? (I haven't) I had questioned the NRC about the impacts to 
mangroves that could be juveni le smalltooth sawfish hab itat. They claim the mangroves do not offer 
intertidal habitat. Rachel was thinking maybe someone li·om the Corps in Kendall could do a little site 
visit. I thought I'd check with you first to see if you have first-hand experience o r the site. 

Thanks. 

2 



Kay 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA GEORGIA 30303·6060 

Colonel Alan M. Dodd 
District Engineer 
Department of the Anny 
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 
Attn: Megan Clouser 
9900 Southwest I 07th A venue, Suite 203 

- Miami, Florida 33176 

MAY - ~ 2015 

Subject: Florida Po~ver and Light Company: 2009-02417(SP-MLC) 

Dear Colonel Dodd: 

This letter is in response to pem1it application number 2009-02417(SP-MLC) submitted by the Florida . 
Power and Light Company (FPL). The applicant proposes to impact 1000 acres of tidal and freshwater 
wetlands for the purpose of constructing two new I, I 00 megawatt nuclear generating units (Units 6 & 7) 
at the existing Turkey Point facility. Other components of the project consist of: ( 1) east and west 
transmission line routes; (2) road expansion; (3) construction of a reclaimed water facili ty, four radial 
collector wells and twelve deep-injection wells; ( 4) installation of reclaimed and potable water pipel ines; 
and (5) the expansion of an existing boat basin. The proposed project will impact waters of the United 
States, including wetlands which consist of a mangrove swamp, sawgrass marsh, mixed wetland 
hardwoods, scagrass, freshwater and saltwater marsh, and wetland shrub. The Turkey Point fac ility is 
located at the eastern terminus of Palm Drive, adjacent to Biscayne Bay, in Sections 33 and 34, 
Township 57 South, Range 40 East, Miami-Dade County, Florida. 

The proposed project will have a direct impact on approximately 300 acres of high quality, tidal 
mangrove wetlands. Tidal mangrove wetlands located within south Florida such as those proposed for 
impact, form a vital component of the estuarine and marine environment, provide a major organic 
detrital base to the aquatic food chains, include significant habitat for arboreal, intertidal and subtidal 
organisms, nesting sites, cover and foraging grounds for birds, and habitat for reptiles and mammals. 
Mangrove systems provide protected nursery areas for fishes, crustaceans, and shellfish and are one of 
the most biologically productive ecosystems in the world. Mangroves also serve as storm buffers by 
functioning as wind breaks and through prop root baffle wave action. Mangrove roots stabilize 
shorelines and fine substrates, reducing turbidity. and enhancing water clarity. Mangroves improve 
water quality and clarity by filtering upland runoff and trapping waterborne sediments and debris. The 
cumulative loss of this habitat has reduced overall water quality and fisheries production within the 
south Florida ecosystem. For al l of the aforementioned reasons, the Environmental Protection Agency 
considers these mangrove wetlands to be Aquatic Resource ofNationallmportance (ARNI). 

Internet Address (URL) • hl~p:/11·.-.·;w.epa gov 
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Jn addition, the proposed project would impact approximately 40 acres of sawgrass marshes which provide principal environmental values related to water quality and quantity. They serve as filter systems for water and protect natural bodies of water from eutrophication. Numerous birds can be found in this community year-round or for over-wintering. They also provide habitat for frogs, snajls, and crayfish, which serve as food sources for larger protected animals that are found in this region. Protected animals that can be found in and around sawgrass marsh systems include the Everglades mink (Mustela vison evergladensis), florida panther (Felis concolor coryi), snai l kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis), wood stork (Mycteria americana), and American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis). Therefore, the EPA considers sawgrass marshes to be ARN I. 

The proposed project would also impact approximately 1 acre of submerged aquatic vegetation (SA V), which includes Ruppia maritima, Thalassia testudimun and Halodule wrightii. Fin and shell fi sh commonly associated with this species include Florida crawfish, stone crab, blue crab, penaeid shrimp, sea trout, gray snapper, red drum, pinfish, mullet and flounder. Moreover, SA V provides al1achment sites for periphyton which in tum increases food value for the base of marine and estuarine food webs. SA V aids in stabilizing the shallow water submerged land which promotes water quality. SA V also performs important nutrient uptake functions which assist in the maintenance of water quality. For these reasons, the EPA also considers SAY to be ARNI. 

In our letter dated April 9, 2015, the EPA requested that the applicant provide information on measures that are planned to avoid and minimize onsite, 1000 acres of freshwater and tidal wetland impacts: The EP 1\ can consider compensatory mitigation to these wetlands only after the applicant provides infom1ation which clearly demonstrates avoidance and minimization requirements have been satisfied. The EPA also requested a benthic survey of the project, contingency plans regarding water use, effects sea level rise will have on the project, cumulative impact analysis, and mitigation plans. To date, we have not received a response to our letter of April 9, 2015. 

The Guidelines, at 40 CFR §230.1 O(b ), prohibit discharges that will result in a violation of the applicable water quality standards or toxic effluent standards, jeopardize a threatened or endangered species, or violate requirements imposed to protect a marine sanctuary. At this point, the state has not issued its Section 40 I certification for this project. As a result the EPA cannot identify water quality concerns that remain and reserves its right to comment as necessary once the Section 401 certification is issued. Further, as stated in the public notice, tl1e Nuclear Regulatory Commission is the lead federal agency and responsible for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). To the best of our knowledge, neither the ESA consultation nor the Section 401 certification processes have been completed as of the date of this letter. 

In conclusion, the EPA believes that the permit for the project is not approvable as proposed, because it does not comply with the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines. We believe that the proposed project may cause permanent degradation of mangroves, sawgrass, and SAY, which the EPA considers to be ARNI. Therefore, because the EPA has not been provided sufficient additional information to allow us to determine that the proposed project complies with the CWA Section 404(b)( I) Guidel ines, we must conclude that it docs not, and we therefore believe that a permit for the project is not approvable, as proposed. In addjtion, the state has not issued its Section 401 certification and consultation with the FWS has not been completed. The EPA reserves its authority to further comment once those processes are completed_ This lel1er follows the procedures outlined in the 1992 Memorandum of Agreement between the EPA and tl1c DepJrtment of the Anny, Part IV, Elevation of Individual Permits, paragraph 3(b), regarding Section 404(q) of the CW A. 



Thank you for providing an opportunity for the EPA to comment on this authorization. At this time, the 
EPA requests additional infonnation to facilitate our evaluation of this project. We look forward to 
receiving more infonnation from you. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me, or have 
someone from your staff contact my technical sta ff person, Ron Miedema at 400 North Congress 
Avenue, Suite 120, West Palm Beach, Florida 3340 I, or by telephone at 56 1-6 16-8741. 

Sincerely, 

J-0;L~~ 
Heather McTeer Toney 
Regional Administrator 

cc: Ms. Victoria Foster, Fish and Wi ldlife Service 
Ms. Jocelyn Karazsia, National Marine Fisheries Service 
Ms. Jennifer Smith, Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

ATLANTA FI:OERAL CEUTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303·6960 

Colonel Alan M. Dodd 
District Engineer 
Department of the Anny 
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 
Attn: Megan Clouser 
9900 Southwest 1071h A venue, Suite 203 
Miami, Florida 33176 

'AIR 09 2Df5 

Subject: Florida Power and Light Company; 2009-024 17(SP-MLC) 

Dear Colonel Dodd: 

This letter is in response to permit application number 2009-02417(SP-MLC) submitted by Florida 
Power and Light Company (FPL). The applicant proposes to impact 1000 acres of tidal and fresh\.vater 
wetlands for the purpose of constructing two new I, I 00 megawatt nuclear generating units (Units 6 & 7) 
at the existing Turkey Point facil ity. Other components ofthe project consist of: ( I) east and west 
transmission line routes; (2) road expansion; (3) construction of a reclaimed water facil ity, four radial 
collector wells and twelve deep-injection wells; (4) installation of reclaimed and potable water pipelines; 
(5) and the expansion of an existing boat basin. The wetlands proposed for impact consist of mangrove 
swamp, sawgrass marsh, mixed wetland hardwoods, seagrass, freshwater and saltwater marsh, and 
wetland shrub. However, the publ ic notice (PN) did not provide a detailed breakdown of wetland 
impacts by community type. The Turkey Point facility is located at the eastern terminus of PaJm Drive, 
adjacent to Biscayne Bay, in Sections 33 and 34, Township 57 South, Range 40 East, Miami-Dade 
County, Florida. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 4 has completed its review of this project from 
information contained in the PN and the Draft Environmentallmpaet Statement (DEIS) for Turkey Point 
Nuclear Units 6 and 7. This letter summarizes the EPA's position on the project based on the Clean 
Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines, which prohibit avoidable or significant adverse 
impacts to the aquatic environment. 

The proposed project will have a direct impact on approximately 300 acres of high quality, tidal 
mangrove wetlands. Mangrove wetlands located within south Florida fom1 a vital component of the 
estuarine and marine environment, providing a major organic detrital base to the aquatic food chains, 
sign ificant habitat for arborea l, intertidal and subtidal organisms, nesting sites, cover and foraging 
grounds for birds, and habitat for reptiles and mammals. Mangroves provide protected nursery areas for 
fishes, crustaceans, and she llfish. Mangrove systems are one of the most biologically productive 
ecosystems in the world. Mangroves also serve as storm buffers by func tioning as wind breaks and 
through prop root baffling of wave action. Mangrove roots stabilize shorelines and fine substrates, 
reducing turbidity, and enhancing water clarity. Mangroves improve water quality and clarity by 

lrll (!:nel Address (UI1l) • hllp·/!\',Ww.<:pa gov 
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filtering upland runoff and trapping waterborne sediments and debris. However, the cumulative loss of this habitat has reduced overall water quality and fisheries production within the south Florida ecosystem. For these reasons, the EPA considers these mangrove wetlands to be aquatic resources of national importance (ARNI). 

In audition, the proposed project would impact approximately 40 acres of sawgrass marshes which provide principal environmental values related to water quality and quantity. They serve as filter systems for water and protect natural bodies of water from eutrophication. Numerous birds can be found in this community year-round or for over-wintering. They also provide habitat for frogs, snails, and crayfish, which serve as food sources for larger protected animals that are found in this region. Protected animals that can be found in and around sawgrass marsh systems include the Everglades mink (Mustela vison evergladensis), Florida panther (Felis concolor coryi), snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis), wood stork (Mycleria americana), and American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis). Therefore, the EPA considers sawgrass marshes to be ARN I. 

Lastly, the proposed project would impact approximately one acre of submerged aquatic vegetation (SA V), which includes Ruppia maritima, Thalassia testudinum, and Halodule wrightii. Fin and shell fish commonly associated with this species include Florida crawfish, stone crab, blue crab, penaeid shrimp, sea trout, gray snapper, red drum, pinfish, mullet, and flounder. Moreover, SA V provides attachment sites for periphy1on which in tum increases food value for the base of marine and estuarine food webs. SA V aids in stabilizing the shallow water submerged land which promotes water quality. SAY also performs important nutrient uptake functions which assist in the maintenance of water quality. For these reasons, the EPA also considers SA V to be ARNI. 

The EPA requests that the applicant provide information on measures that have been taken to avoid and minimize onsite, freshwater and tidal wetland imp:tcts. The project as proposed will impact 1000 acres oftidal and freshwater wetlands which include ARNI. According to the CWA Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines, 40 CFR § 230.9 l(c), and the February 6, 1990, Memorandum of Agreement between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the EPA regarding the Determination of Mitigation under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines, an applicant must demonstrate avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts before compensatory mitigation can be considered. The CWA Section 404(b)( l ) Guidelines, 40 CFR Subpart H, describc.:s several (but not all) nieans of minimizing impacts of an activity. The EPA recommends that the applicant consider installing the reclaimed and potable waterlines at deep enough elevations which would allow herbaceous wetlands to remain at the surface. In addition, we recommend that all lay down areas used during construction be restored to their natural wetland community type. 

In order to evaluate the proposed project, the EPA requests that the applicant provide a colored copy benthic survey of the boat basin, radial collector well locations, and the Unit 6 & 7 site. The benthic survey should extend a radius of 50 feet around submerged lands of these locations. The benth ic survey should include a description of the protocol used to complete the survey, sampling dates, and a map that illustrates the dens ity and location of each SA V found at the site. The benthic survey submitted for review should be conducted between the months of June and September to ensure the survey is conducted during the active growing season. The benthic survey is necessary for the EPA to determine the extent of SA V impacts that will occur due to the proposed project. 

The new nuclear reactor Units 6 and 7, including cooling towers, makeup water reservoir, new 



substation and associated facilities, would be built on a filled "2 18 acre island" enclosed by a stabilized 
earth wall to the north, east, and west. A reinforced concrete wall would be constructed to the south. The 
elevation within the fill island would range from 19 feet to 26 feet North American Vertical Datum of 
1988. With the threat of sea level rise in the foreseeable future, the EPA has concerns about what effect 
this may have on the surrounding infrastructure to this created island. Please provide information which 
would support construction of the project considering the fact that even though the power units will be 
constructed on this island, the surrounding landscape may be impacted by sea level rise or storm surges 
that may affect the feasibility of the project given the project purpose. 

The proposed project includes construction of a nine mile pipeline from the Miami-Dade County South 
Waste Water Treatment Plant to the newly constructed wastewater treatment faci lity at the Turkey Point 
faci lity. ~he purpose of the waste pipeline is to supply reclaimed water for use in the wet-cooling system 
for Units 6 & 7. When reclaimed water is not available in sufficient quantity or quality for the wet­
cooling system, makeup water would be provided by four radial collector wells installed in Biscayne 
Bay. Under the Florida Department of Environmental Protection final condition of certification, the 
radial collector wells may only be used for 60 days per year. It is not clear what contingency plan will be 
implemented should the 60 day limitation be exhausted and the reclaimed water supply is not available. 
Please provide a detailed explanation of the contingency plans. 

The PN states that the applicant proposes to offset project impacts by conducting pem1ittee responsible 
mitigation and purchasing credits at the FPL Everglades Mitigation Bank and Hole-in the-Donut in-lieu­
fee program. The EPA preference for mitigation is the use of a federal ly approved mitigation bank or in­
lieu fee program, if available, rather than permittee-responsible mitigation. Since avoidance and 
minimization have not been adequately demonstrated, it is premature for the EPA to consider any type 
of mitigation plan. In the event that onsite wetland impacts are reduced and avoidance and minimization 
are demonstrated in the future, the EPA requests that the applicant provide the follo\\ring information 
regarding any proposed mitigation. This information is necessary in order to ensure the proposed 
mitigation for impacts associated with the project are in compliance \vith the Federal Compensatory 
Mitigation Rule, dated April 2008. 

- Detailed mitigation and maintenance plan 
-The responsible party for the long-term management of the mitigation area 
-Assurance for the long-term protection of the mit igation area (such as a perpetual conservation 

easement) 
- Detailed perfom1ance standards to achieve mitigation success 
- Detailed monitoring requirements 
- Detailed long-term management plan 
-Detailed adaptive management plan 
-Documented financial assurance to ensure the mitigation site is maintained in perpetuity 
-Detailed description of the net benefit the proposed mitigation will provide to the environment 
-Objectives 
- Site selection criteria 
- Baseline infom1ation 
- Credit detem1ination methodology 
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The EPA requests that the applicant provide Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method scores for the 
proposed impact and mitigation sites. Technical rationale for each score should also be included. 

The EPA requests that the appl icant provide a cumulative impact analysis for other commercial projects 
that have proposed tidal and freshwater wetland impacts in Miami-Dade County, Florida. It is essential 
that we have a clear understanding of the potential direct, secondary, and cumulative environmental 
impacts these projects will have on aquatic resources. This should include all mangrove, sawgrass marsh 
and SA V parcels located in Miami-Dade County, florida. 

In conclusion, the EPA believes that the permit for the project should not be approved as currently 
proposed, because it does not comply with the CWA Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines. We believe that the 
proposed project may result in substantial and unacceptable impacts to mangrove wetlands, sawgrass 
marshes and SAY, which we consider to be ARNI. This letter follows the field level procedures outl ined 
in the Augustl992 404(q) Memorandum of Agreement between the EPA and the Department of the 
Army, Part IV, Paragraph 3(a). 

Thank you for providing an opportunity for the EPA to comment on this authorization. At this time, the 
EPA requests additional information to facilitate our evaJuation of this project. We look forward to 
receiving more information f~om you. [f you have any questions, please contact Ron Miedema at 400 
North Congress A venue, Suite 120, West Palm Beach, Florida 3340 I, or by telephone at 561-616-8741. 

Uc-
Director 
Water Protection Division 

cc: Ms. Victoria Foster, FWS, Vero Beach, Florida 
Ms. Barbara Conmy, SFWMD, West Palm Beach, Florida 
Ms. Jocelyn Karnzsia, NMFS, West Palm Beach, Florida 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Sout~east Re-g1ona Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St Petersburg. Flondil 33701·5505 
hltp'!lsero nrnls.noaa gov 

]\ Jay n. 20 15 F SJ::R47:.1K )l\\' 

(Sent ,·ia electronic mail) 

Colonel Alan Dodd. Commander 
U.S. 1\nny Corps or Engineers. Jackson,·ilk District 
Miami Perm its Section 
9900 South\\'est I 07th ,\,·enue. Suite 203 
Miami. Florida 331 76 

Jennifer l)ixon-llcrrity. Ch ie f 
U.S. uclcar Regulatory Commission 
Division o J' New Nudcnr Reactor Licensing 
Mail Stop: TWfN 6('32 
Wnshington. D.C. 20555-00 I 

Allention: Mecan Clouser and 1\licia Williamson 

Dear Colonel Dodd and Ms. Dixon-ll etTity: 

OAA's Nntional Marine Fisheries Service (Nt-. IFS) re,·iewed public notice S/\J-2009-02417 (S P-MLC) 
dated March 13. 20 15. from the U.S. 1\nny Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District (US;\ CE) and the 
draft £111·ironmental Impact Statement for the Comhined l.icenses (CO!..,) for Turk1:1· Point Units 6 (11/(/ 7 
( EIS). dated February 20 15. prepared by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Both documents 
describe plans by the Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) to build nnd oper:ue two new 1.100-
megawall nuclear generating units referred to as Units 6 and 7 at the Turkey Point Nuclear Plant adjacent 
to Biscayne Bay in Miami-Oade County. In addition to the public notice and draft EIS. the NRC 
prepared an essentia l !ish habitat (E FII) assessment and provided it to the NMFS by letter dated February 
25. 20 15. The project components most germane tO the EFII consultation nrc the lilling of 1.000 acres of 
\\'etlands for construction or the nuclear units and related inli·astn.tct urc and establishing lour radia l 
collector wells (RCW) that wou ld withdraw 43.200 ga ll ons of wa ter per minute {gpm) li·om the 13iscayne 
Bay aquifer fo r 60 days per year under norma l operating conditions. 1\s the nation·s federa l trustee for 
the conservation and management or marine. estuarine. and anadromous fishe ry resources. the following 
comments and recommendations arc provided pursuant to autho1iti<.:s of the Fish and Wild life 
Coordination Act and the Magnuson-S tevens Fishery Conservation and l'vlanagcmcn t Act (Magnuson­
Stevens Act). 

Essential Fish Habitat Consultation 
The public notice and draft EIS identify the NRC as the lead federa l agency fo r consultation conducted 
pursuant to the EFH provisions or the Magnuson-Stevens Act. By let ter dated August 5. 10 I 0. the MFS 
reviewed for the NRC the content required o f an EFH assessment under 50 cr:R 600.920(e)(3) nnd (4). 
Overal l. the NRC provided nn initial detcnnination that construction ;md operation of the RC\Vs, 105 
acres of mangrove impact. and 0.10 acres of seagrass impact. located within or ndjacent to the Biscayne 
13ay Aquati c Preserve and designated Habi tat Areas of Particular Concern (II APCs) by the South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Counci l. would not result in an ath·erse impact on EFII or federally managecllishery 
species. The RC prO\ ides individual cletenninations on the effects or six actions or activities on 
mangrove, seagrass, and unconsolidated bottom habitats in the EFII assessmen t (Tabk I). t\s described 



fu rther bdO\\'. the NIVI FS disagn.:cs wi th these dctcnn inil tions <Jnd concl udes thl· proposed dredging and 
opcnllion of the RC\Vs ''mil d resu lt in ad,·ersc impacts to seagrass or mangro,es. In particular. the RC\\' 
operation could alll:r ne<~rshorc "atcr quality resulting in h) pcrsalinity and hyperthcrmnl conditions 
impncting additionnl seagrnss and lishcry resources in the !3iscaync 13ay t\ quatic Prcsc1Ye. Dul.' to the 
potential severity or these imp;1cts. a biologica l moni toring and adapt i \'\~ manage111elll plnn is 
recommended to C\':t luate the pn.:dictcd impac ts or RC\V opcr::Jiion relati\e to the nctual impacts and to 
implement correcti\ c actions or mitigation measures if cn\ ironmcntalthrcsholds arc reached. The 
USACE did not mnkc an ini tinl tktcnninntion in its public notice on '' hcthcr the impncts to I ,000 acres of 
wetlands, incl uding ll\'CI" I 00 acres o f mangrm cs. \\'Ou ld result in an ad,·erse impact on CFI I or li:dern lly 
nw nngcd fi shery spec ies noting the NRC is the lead federa l ugcncy for the EIS and is responsible for the 
EFI-1 consultation. 

Table 1: Summary of NRC's ini tial determina tion on effects to EFH 01nd HAPCs (modified from EFH Assessment Table 7 ·1 ). 
Action or Activ1ty Impact typo Mangrove Scagmss and estuarine 

boll om 
Construcllon of reclaimed 

Hab1tat disturbance or toss No adverse impacts No adverse 1m pacts wastewater s~stem 
Operation of Units 6 and 7 Entrainment or impingement No adverse impacts No adverse 1m pacts 
cooling systems using 

Cooling-tower depos1tior1 No adverse impacts No adverse impacts reclaimed wastewater 

Construction of RCW coolrng Mrmmal temporary rmpacts on 
system Habrtal drsturbance or toss mangroves in the VICIIliiY of No adverse 1m pacts 

RCW ca1ssons 
Minimal impacts 

Minimal impacts expected. but expected. but localized. 
Noticeable a1ternat1ons to temporary min1mat adverse localized. temporary min1mal 
nearshore salinity tn 81scayne 1m pacts could occur from adverse impacts from 
Bay Increased salinity 1n nearshore 

mcreased saltlllty in nearshore 
Operation of Units 6 and 7 areas near the Turkey Point areas near the Turkey Point 
cooling systems using RCWs site site 

No adverse impacts under 
Entrainment or Impingement No adverse impacts normal operatton. minimal 

to substantJaltocaltzed 
1mpacts if frac-out occurred 

Coolino·tower deoos1tton No adverse impacts No adverse rmoacts 
Minimal impacts expected. but 
localized, temporary 
substantial adverse impacts 

Equipment barge unloadtng Water-quality degradalton. from water-qualtty changes 
noise emiSSIOns, habrtat No adverse impacts and noise emiSSions could Area expansron 
disturbance or loss occur during dredging 

opera tions and sheet-pile 
installation adjacent to the 
unloading area 

Deep-aquifer mjection lndrrect 1m pacts on water 
quality that affects EFH or No adverse impacts No adverse 1m pacts of blowdown 
HAPCs 

Description of Project Components Most Relevant to the EFH Consultation 
The public notice describes th<.: pr~j ect ns ha\' ing six nwin components, and the drall EIS describes 13 
project components (dra li EIS, Table -1-2). To streamline rc\·iew, the NMFS identili cd elemen ts of the 
project most rele,·nnt to the Ef-1-1 consultation to include the fi ll ing or wetlands. the: construction and 
operation or the RC\V cooling S) stem. and to a lesser degree, the dredging or the barge bnsin. 

Eq uipment Bnr!!e Ca nal Ex pnnsion 
The equipment-barge uploading area at the nort heastern port ion of the Turkey Point Nuclear r:"ncility 
would be expnnded by dredging 0. 75 acres or estuarine bottom. including 0. 10 acres or sen grass habitnt. 
to support construction nctivi tics. The NRC and FPL propos<.: us<.: or turbidity curt ni ns to limit water 



quality dq;radation cau~ed hy dredging. ·1 he I· Fll as~e~~1nent state~ the basin conwin~ sparse gro'' th of 
:;cagrass anu macroalgac. The NI\1FS 1\~quests the linal EIS :1nd IT II n~:;c:;smclll incluuc a more detailed 
hnhit:H chara<.:tcril.ation and COIIliK'IISatOry mitigat ion to of"lset the Seagra:;s impacts. 

\\"ctlancl Fill 
In order to construct Uni ts 6 and 7 anu relatt.:d infrastructure. including pipelines anu the RC\\ 's. the RC 
and FPL propose w lill approxinwtely 1.000 acres of wetland:;. The public notice docs 110t identify the 
impac ts to mangro\'(;S from this \\'ork: hOWC\'er. the tlrafi EIS indicate::; approximatcly I 05 :Krcs or 
mangro,·cs would be filled. pcnnanently or temporarily to fncilitatc construct ion (Table 2). The 1RC 
expects about half of the mangrove impacts 10 he construction related and tcmpornry. Project plans in the 
final EIS and EFII assessment should n~llect all pr;l<.:ticable a\ oidancc and minimization or impacts to 
mang.TO\'CS. In addition. a compensatory mitigation plan should be prm·ided demonstrating. through a 
functional asses:;ment comparing impact and mitig:.ll ion areas. thnt sufficielllllli tigation is proposed. The 
mitigation plan should describe how mangrove temporary impa~.:t areas \\'ould be re-graded to appropri ate 
elevations and monitored to ensure mangrove ,·cgctntion returns to the impacted sites at lo~.:ally 
appropriate densities. Perl(mnancc measun.:s. monitoring criteria. schedule. and frcqucncy should also be 
identified in the plan (sec the Federal Compensatory i\litig.ation Rule dated Apri l 200X). 

T<Jble 2: FPL proposed land disturb<Jnce on the Turkey Point si te and Florida land use, cover, <Jnd forms ci<Jssification system (FLUCFCS} summary for the different categories of mangrove impacts (modtflcd from Table 4·1 in the drall EtS) 
Umd cllsturbance actiVIty Acreage of manqrovc 1mpacts by FLUCFCS 

Dwarf He act Swamp Swamp!Exo/1c Untt 6 & 7 plant area 12.14 
Western lay down area 16.87 
Traininq parkinq 5.61 1.85 Nuclear administration parking 18.68 
Transmission lavdown lines 0 31 
RCW area. RCW taydown area. FPL recla1med wastewater treatment 42.82 
Treated reclaimed was1ewater dehverv pipelines 306 
RCW delivery pipeline 3.98 
Total= 105.32 ac 63.06 12.14 28.27 1.85 

Construction and Operation of RC\Vs 
Constmction ~/RC/1': The dratl EIS and Efll assessment note frnc-outs mny occur during the drilling 
needed for the RC\Vs: howe\'cr. the discussion focuses only on one aspect or what constitutes a frac-out. 
The NRC describes a frac-out as one or more s igni tieant fractures of the limcstonc abo,·c thc RCW latcral 
pipelines altering fine-scale water flows during RC'W system operat ion potentia lly resulting in 
impingement or entrainment of early life stages of fishery species. It is not clear to the NMFS how the 

RC views this impact. While the 1 RC notcs monitoring and dctecting this type of frac-out and its 
impacts would be dirticult. it goes on to conclude no ad\ crsc impncts would result tl·om the entrainment 
or impingement of aquatic resources but latcr states there would be small, lo~.::llized ad\'crsc effects. The 
NMFS requests the final EIS and EFII asscssmcnt clarify thi:; issue. 

Neither the drati EIS nor the Er:t I assessment describe ;mother type or frac-ou t associated with ho1izontal 
directional drilling ( IIDD). the construction method to r the RC\Vs. During IIDD. d1illing mud can 
escape into the cn\'ironment through fractures in the rock potentially degrading EF H. The 'outheast 
r lorida Coral Reef Init iative' s /JeSI I\/anage/J/('11/ Practices (IJMPs)for Ccmstmction. Drcdp,e {/1/d Fill{///(/ 
Other Actil·ities .·ldjacclii/(J Com/ Ree.f.v'notes thc risk or ti·ac-outs occurring C:-111 he reduced through 
proper geotechnical assessment practices and prudent drill planning nnd execution. The Bi'vl Ps also 
describe how the extent or damnge from a frac-out can be limited by carefully monitoring the hydraulic 
pressure and having the appropri<lle response equipment and contingency plans ready in the event that a 

1 1\\:-ulablt: at: ll'll't•/fondadcp.OI;t! ma,ulf progrm11,.,< om/ rt'fiOI'I~ .II/('('/ .II/CCI f> 8 \f/' 1/olltllll.fit(/ 
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li·a~:-out oc~:ur~. \\.hill.' thc~c m~:a~ur~s and 13l\ ll'.s ar~ useful in reducing and limiting the 11ccutTencc o r 
li·:n:-outs. direct m~asurcs ofbor~holc pn.:ssurc may· be: nccc:;sary for the ;tgcJH.: ies to h:l\ c rcasonabk 
assurnnce th:ll damage from fi11c -outs would be minimal. Stauber et al. ( 200~) presents a method 1<.1 r 
prl·dicting bordwk pressure by means ora dcmand-~:apacit y ana lysis. \\'ith a calcu lnted nwximum 
allowable borehole pressure curn.: lt) r a gi\Til IIDD bore profik. specifications could rcquir~ borehole 
prcssure be maintained below the maximum allo\\'ablc \·a lu~ or to mainwin rh~o logical propert i~s within 
spcci lied limits. 

Th~ NMFS requests the NRC update final EIS and IT II assessment to describe plans to pcrfonn d ose 
monitoring along the RC\V lateral pipelines during construction to ensure li·ac-outs arc idcntilied and 
rcmediated immediately and, if necessary. compensatory mitigation implemented. To assist with 
dneloping this monitoring plan for the Turkey Point RC\Vs, the Nl\ IFS wi ll :;end separate from th is lcll~.:r 
monitoring plans used by the NM FS. USACE. and Fl orida Department o f Ell\ ironmcnta I Protect ion 
(I:DEP) for similar projects. 

Operation t?(RCif:,·: The primary source or cooling\\ ater lor the proposed Turkey Point Units 6 and 7 
would be reclaimed wastewater from the Miami-Onde Wastewater and Sewer Department. Because the 
avnilnbility ofthl! reclaimed wastewater supply wi ll \·ary. FPL plans to in!:itall rour RC\Vs on the Turkey 
Point peninsula to provide a secondary source o r cooling water. Each RCW would con~ist or n central 
reinforced concrete caisson with R to 12 latera l pipelines (horizontal w llector lines) extend ing out fi·om 
the caisson. The horizontal extent or the RC\V lateral pipelines would be up 10 900 feet beneath Biscayne 
Hay nnd would be npproximatcly 25 to -10 feet below the bay bollom. In order to maintain the RC\V 
system. the RCWs would be used up to 60 clays per year with a max imum salt wa ter makeup-wa ter rate 
under normal operating conditions being 43.200 gpm. The EFII assessmen t docs not addresg usc of the 
RC\V system outside th is maintenance; i.e .. when it becomes the mnin water supply when the primary 
supply is inadequate. The NMF recommends the final EIS nnd EF II assessment analyze the effects or 
operating the RCW as the main \\ ;11er supply when the reclaimed wastewater bccomes un;l\ ailnble for 
longer periods than expected. Alternati\·cly. the NRC or the USt\ CE may need to reinitiate EFII 
consultation prior usc of RCWs for time periods exceeding those cvaluat<.:d in the drnft EIS and EFH 
assessment. 

Operation of the RC\Vs would result in hypersnline conditions and thcnnal e\cnts within estuarine 
habi tats in Biscayne 13ay known to support lcdcrall y managed species. The sevctity of these effects 
would depend on annual rainfall levels (i .<.:., more severe e rtects are ex pected during dry years than wet 
years). This is of concern because hypersa line conditions and thermal events can be bio-cnergetically 
expensive and reduce cnpacity lor reproduction or growth. Impacts to scagrass habitats and li shery 
resources from the RC'\V operation are not quanti lied in the public notice. llowc\·cr. the dra ft f:IS 
allempts to quantify these e ffects based the modelling FPL hns completed to predic.:lthe inlluence RC\Vs 
will have on locnl salinity regi mes in 13 iscayne 11ny (provided in the draft EIS ;\ppendix G). The draft 
EIS also brie!l y describes how the recent upgrades of Turkey Poi nt Units 3 and -l have led to increased 
discharge tempcrnturcs within the cooling cana ls contributing to an extensive nlgal bloom (draft EIS. 
Section 7.2.2. 1 ). Based on maps provided\\ ith the: public notice. it appcars the RC\Vs would collect 
water in the \·icinity or elevated temperature discharge plumes from the cooling canals. 

The NMFS believes applying the results of the modelling conducted by FPL to predict imp~rc ts to 
seagrass and ledernlly managed species is problematic because it focuses on mean condit ions ns opposed 
to ecologically rcle\·ant conditions. In addition. the modelling performed was based on an innccurate 
assumption that the cooling canals nre a closed system (i.e .. no exchange between the canals and Biscayne 
Bay). A mor<.: n:liablc way to analyze the impacts wou ld be to exa mine ecologica lly rdc,·ant sccnatios, 
such as the frequency, durat ion. and intensity of the salinit y and t cmpcra tur~.: disturbance (i.e., ex treme) 



~\'Cilts. In :lddititlll. the impact annlysis should be updated to charactcri;e and quantify the IL'\'d or 
exchange between the cooling canals and l3iscayne Bay and then incorpor:uc that ,,·orking understanding or the k\ d or exchange into the analysis or impacts and the de\ cl opment of monitoring to\ cril~· those 
impacts. 

Need for a Biological Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 
:\biological monitoring and adaptiH' management plan based on ecologically n:k,ant impacts should be 
d~\clopcd. and the 1 1\IFS offers to assist dc,·clnpmcnt of the plan. The plan should be de, eloped to 
measure impacts predicted from a reliable impact assessmen t that considers ecologically rclenlll t water 
qun lity conditions and intcmctions between the cool ing cannls and Biscayne 13ay \\'aters. The plan shou ld 
be implemented in perpetuity for the life of the RC\Vs and include no less than three years ofhnscline 
monitoring (pre-operation) during dry years to chnractcri.t.c the ambient conditions at the si te. 

FPL and the National Pnrk Service, Bi scayne National Park (NPS), arc current ly conducting wntcr qunlity 
monitoring. nnd the N;..tFS n.:commcnds inslalling an additional four or li,·c continuous water quality 
monitoring sites with si milar equipment to nssess the ti·cquency duration. and intensity ofhyperthennal 
nnd hypersaline C\'Ctlls. The NMFS can nssist in detennining the location of the sites (spatially with 
respect to other sites and the work proposed ;mel location in the water column). The water quality 
monitoring component of the plan should clcnrly identify the em·ironmcntal thresholds requiring adapti'e 
management and options to mnnage the operation. Because this type of monitoring generates a lot of 
dntn. nn cflicient pbn to mnnage, :lllnlyze. and shn re data is nlso recommended. 

Seagrass monitoring should also be a component of this plan. The NMFS reviewed the FDEP Certilicntc 
of Condit ions (l\ lay 20 I-I) contitining recommendntions for monitoring changes to the sen grass 
communities near the Turkey Point uclear Plnnt resulting from RC\V operation. The Nf'viFS belic,·cs 
the monitoring effort would be more crticicnt by incorporating rei at i vdy new approaches. lor example 
using geo-spatial video-based survey techniques described in Limwn et al. (2001\). The monitoring plan 
should demonstrate capability in detecting the level of biological change thnt constitutes nn ad,wsc ef1cct 
to scagrass nnd fishery resources in Biscayne 13ny. The s::unpling plan should be suppot1cd by a power 
analysis to demonstrate the sampling proposed is surticicnt to detect the expected impacts. 

One way to efficient ly accomplish dc,·cloping the biologicnlmonitoring and atlapti,·e management plnn 
would be to establish and interngency team to conttibute lot he development or the plnn. ldenlly, the tenm 
should be composed of staff from the NMFS, NPS. NIZC. USACE. U.S. Environmcntnl Protection 
Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. FDEP, Florida Fish and Wildli fe Commission. Miami­
Dade Department of Envi ronmentnl Resources Management. South rlorida \Vnter Management District, 
nnd FPI.. The finnl plan implemented should rcnect subst:mtial input from this team. The ~vtFS . 
National Park Service, and others nrc cunen tl y plnnning to meet May 29, 20 15. in llomcstcml to discuss 
this monitoring need (please contact Jocelyn Karazs in for additiona l inl'ormation about this meeting. her 
contnct information is nt the end or this letter) 

Sequential Mitigation of Impacts to Essential Fish Habitat 
Under the Clean Water t\ct. its implementing regulation~. nnd EPJ\ guidelines. wetland impact avoidnncc 
and minimizntion arc the first two steps in sequential mitigation. and the third step is compensat01y 
mitigation for unnvoidnblc impacts. The public notice docs not describe any measures to ~1\ oid or 
minimize impncts to mnngrovcs or scagrass from the project. Based on the drawings pro,·ided with the 
not ice. i 1 appcnrs I 00 percent or l he wetlands on l he site nrc proposed for impact. The pub I i c notice s tales 
the applicant submitted a mitigation plan that includes debiting of mitigation credits from the FPL 
E,·crglades 1\ litigation Bank, purchasing of mitigation credits from the I lolc-in-thc-Donut in-lieu-fee 
pro~.'ram, and constructing pcnnittcc-rcsponsiblc mitigntion. The public notice. draft EIS, and EFH 
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nsscssmc11lnci ther dcs<.: ribc the pcnnitll.:e-n:sponsibk: mitigation. ho\\' well the credits from these 
mitigntion banks match the imp:1ets. nor the number of cred its n:quirl.'d. In lcttl·rs to the US1\CE dated 
:\pril 9. 2015. and I\ lay 4. 2015. the EP.-\ pro' ides additional detail on concern~ about ho\\ the sequential 
mitigation pro<.:ess has been implemented for this projc<.:l. 

The Nrvi FS belicn:s the propo~cd mnngro,·e lill i~ not consistent with r:Pi\. s c;uiddines for Specifi<.:ation or Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill ~vlatnial. !"he fundnmen tal precept stnt<:d in-Hl CFR 230.l(c) that 
··dredged or fillmatcrinl should not he discharged into the aquatic cwsystcm unlc:;s it can be 
demonstrated thnt such a discharge will not have an unncccptable <Hhwse impact ci thl.'r indi,·idunlly or in 
combination \\'ith known am.llor probable impacts or other act j,·itics a rrccting the ccosystems or con<.:cm .. 
would not be met by this projc<.:l. The basic purpose of the projecl. as stated in the public notice is to meet 
the publi<.: · s need for clcctric cnergy. Based on guidan<.:e prO\ idcd by -W CTR 230.1 0( n)(3 ). energy 
dewlopmcnt does not rcquire access or proximity to or si ting withi n wetln nds to aehie,·e the basic 
purpose (i.e .. energy production is not water dependent). In discussing the water dependency 
requiremcnt. the guidelines swtc that lor non-water dcp~.:ndent projects. pra<.:ti<.:able nltcrn<Hi\ cs th;H do not 
ill\ohe spccinl aquatic sites (~:.g .. \\'etlnnds a<Unccnt w ;md '' ithin the Biscayne Bay Aquati<.: Presen c) arc 
presumed 10 be available. 

EFH Conservation Recommendations 
13ased on the infonnation provided in the public notice. the lMFS concludes thc proposed dredging of 
scagrass habitnt. tilling of mangro\'e habital. :tnd RC\V construction and operntion would adversely 
impact EFll. Section 305(13)(4)(/\) of the Mngnuson-Stcvens Act rcquires the N!VIFS to provide EF H 
conservation recommendations for nny federal net ion or permit whid1 may result in advers~.: impncts to 
EFH. Therefore. iVI FS recommends the li.>llowing ttl ensure the wnsen·ation of EFII and nssocinted 
fi shery resources: 

• l'rt~iect plnns withi n the Clt:an Water t\<.:t permit and project license shou ld relle1:1 all practicablc 
a\ oidancc and minimization of impacts to mangrO\ cs and sea grass habitats and demonstrntc 
adl.!quate compl.!nsatory mitigation is planned. as shown through a functional nssessment 
<.:ompnring impact and mit igation areas. The miti ga tion plnn should tks<.:r ibc how mangrove 
impact arens will be re-grnded to appropriate elevations and monitored 10 ensure mangrove 
\cgctation rclurns to the impacted site. Pcrfonnan<.:c measures. monitoring critcrin. sd1~.:dule. and 
li·equcncy should nlso be identified in the plan. 

• The final ElS and Ef-11 nsscssment should nnalyze the eiTe<.:ts of operating the RCW ns the mnin 
wnter source when the primary \\'ater supply becomes unaYailablc for periods longer than 60 days 
or commit to notifying or reinitiating consultntion with the 1\ Irs when this occurs. 

• The finn! EIS and EFl l assessment should charnctcrize and quantify the lc\el or exchange 
between the <.:ooling cnnals and Bis<.:ayne Bay in order to ensure the biological monit oring 
implemented for RC\V opcrnt ion <.:tmsiders thc intcrrelntedncss and wnter cxclwnge of the cooling 
cnnnls and the RCW colkction nrea. 

• The Clean \Vnter Act permit and project license should require implementation of a biologicnl 
monitoring and ndaptive managemen t program to nssess changes in sn linity and tempcrnture in 
Biscayne Bay resulting li·om RC\V operntion. The NM FS offers to assist in the devc lopment of 
this plan. 

• The Clean \Vater Act permit and pr(~jcct license should require the pennittcc to quickly identify 
and remedy both types or frnc-outs in the cnse they occur. 

Section 305(b)(-1)(11) o f the Mngnuson-Ste,cns Act nnd implcmenting regulntion nt 50 CFR S~.:<.:tion 
600.920(k) require the USACE Hnd 1 RC to pro,·ide n written response to this lcttcr within 30 days of its 
re<.:eipt. II' it is not possible to provitk n substantive response wi thin 30 clnys. an interim response shou ld 
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be prln·idcd to NlvlFS. :\ dc t :~ikd respons--·thcnmust LK prlWilbl prior to lina l apprmaltlfthe :~ction. 
The tkt:~ilcd response must include a description of measures proposed hy the USAC I· and NRC to a\ oid. 
mitigme. or offset the ath erse impacts of the acti \ ity. If the n:splmse is inconsistent \\ ith the E Fll 
consen at ion recommendations. the USACE and 1 RC must prm ide a suhstant ive dis~:ussion justifying 
the reasons for not following 1 he rccommcndat ions. 

In accordan<.:c with section 7 tlf the l::ndang~.:rcd Sp~:c ies J\ct of l lJ73. as amended. it is the responsib ility 
of the US/\CE and NRC to rc\ icw and identify any proposed a<.:ti\ ity that may arti:ct endangered or 
threah.:m.:d species and their designated crit ical habitat. Octerminntions in,·olving species under 1\ IFS 
jurisdiction should be reponed 10 1\ I FS Protected Resources Di' ision at the lcllerhead addr~.:ss. 

Thank you for the opportunity 10 prm·idc commc111s. Please dir--·ct relatctl COITespondcm.:e to the atten tion 
of Ms. Jocelyn Karazsia at our \Vest Palm Bca<.:h orfice, -lOO North Congress Avenue, Suite II 0. \Vest 
Palm 13em.:h. Florida. 3340 I. She may be rea<.:hed by tekphonc at (56 1) 2-1 9- 1925, or by c-mai I at 
Jocelyn. Karazs ia~L 'noaa.go,·. 

cc: COE. Mcgan.L.Ciouser0 •usace.anny.mi l 
NRC. Alicia. Williamson(tt'nrc.gov 

I for 

Sincerely, 

Virginia M. Fay 
,\ ssistant Regional Administrator 
ll abitat Conservation l)i,·ision 

1:w s. Ashleigh_Biackford0 )f\vs.gov, Pattrick_Pitts0ll\,·s.gov 
cr /\, .M iedema.Ron(!I'Cpa.gO\', Mcconney. Ramona0 epa.gov 
FWCC. Lisa.Gregg(!1 t\ lyF\VC.com. Ron . 'lczich(!! MyF\VC.com. Maria.MerTill(!t myt\vc.com 
FOEI\ Bcnny.Leudikc(!t dcp.state.n.us, t\nn.Seilef0 dcp.statc.n.us. 
Miami-Oade County, GrossC0-miamidade.gov 
SFWM D. tstone(!_osl\qnd .gov 
BN P, Elsa_Alvcn r(a >nps.gov, Sa rah_13cllmund~onps.gov 
SJ\ FMC. Roger. Pug I iese0lsa fine. net 
NOI\1\ PPI. ppi. nepa(!t noaa.gov 
F/ EC2. Joe.Scrafy(!tnonn.gov 
F/SER-l. Da,·id.Dalc(!Lnoan.gov 
F/SER-l7, Jocelyn.Karn7_;;ia(!! noaa.gov 
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Turkey Point Plant Property 
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FIGURE 

• Turkey Point Plant site 
is approximately 25 
miles south of Miami 

• Four generating units at 
the Turkey Point_Piant 
site, including two 
nuclear units 

• Approximately 9,400 
acre power plant site, 
including industrial 
wastewater treatment 
facility 3 

I= PL. 



Turkey Point Units 6 & 7 Project 

• Two Westinghouse AP1 000 
units - approximately 1100 
MWeach 

• New support facilities­
administration and training 
buildings, parking areas, 
substation 

• Water treatment and delivery 
infrastructure 

• Temporary construction 
-access road improvements 

• Transmission improvements 

_-- ~0 Q.c~J ~ 

We- 1-f«~Z 1 ~a..~l-

3- eulll-L fVJ a;V rwL .N\ dr;tvt_ 
- (l)evJ !'b"'-ir J;r ~rJ J~ L mv.r/ 

( " } {( kl-r /10 N\ ,~~ 

6 & 7 Project Rendering 
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Project Wetland Impacts 

Wetland Impacts (acres) 

Units 6 & 7 Site 250.2 D 

69.8 D 

Associated Non-Linear Facilities 
Nuclear Admin/Training Bldgs. & Parking ) 
• Reclaimed Water Treatment Facility J 

• Treated Water Pipeline __ 1 -?' 6.4 T - f:·, 
• Radial Collector Well Delivery Pipelines 

Temporary Construction Access Roadway Improvements 
1' 1 y-r.J /Y>-~ ~~ .... /.,_ I'V/ 8~o ~c 

Source: Turkey Point Units 6& 7 Mitigation Plan, Rev. 2 (USAGE Supplement) August 2012 

(c~ 
-je.le 7 r/f 81 .6 D 

43.6 T 

710 D 
50 T 

/n / 1/) .. ~"'" 
~f If C..(( 

< .-'l/"A- .--4 evr '/( ' ~,.,...,~~,.,..c. .,L 

0 =direct, T =temporary 

/~ 
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Characterization of Units 6&7 Site 
-~--.~~ .. ·;:;; .:;;5;:i;·:;r~ 

• The Site is entirely contained 
within the industrial wastewater 
treatment facility constructed in 
Feb. 1973. There is no surface 
water connection to Biscayne Bay. 

• Wetlands within the Site have low 
functional value due to periodic 
flooding by hypersaline cooling 
water with elevated temperature, 
stressed vegetation, and lack of 
natural tidal hydroperiod 

• Approximately 64°/o of the Site 
(187 .5 a c) is composed of sparsely­
vegetated mud flats; dwarf 
mangroves comprise approximately 
1 0°/o (29 a c.) 

& 
I= PL. 
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Isolated wetland parcel of mangrove, willow and exotic Brazilian pepper, -
surrounded by existing Turkey Point Plant roadways and parking areas F=PL. 
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Characterization of Reclaimed Water Treatment Facility 
10 c; f /Y1 VlfLk 
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Characterization of Equipment Barge Unloading Area 

f:\ ·\ 'l' 0. 

~J 
f. J'}. / ~~ ~~ 
'( ~ ~\ \v!t)' 

• Excavation of uplands between 
existing boat basin and tank 

• 0.1 acre of dredge to connect to 
existing turning basin 

• Sheet piling and erosion controls to 
prevent turbidity during dredging 

• Minimal seagrass impacts (<0.01 ac) 
, } ~.-A due to depth of existing turn in~ 

J~ v~(Ju~ !sin and rocky substrate • 
a \ F=PL. 
u~ YJ 



Project will use reclaimed water from Miami-Dade County as 
its primary source of coo ·ng-water for electric generation 

Reclaimed Water 
• A cost-effective beneficial use of 

reclaimed municipal wastewater 
• County will own/operate a 9 mile 

reclaimed water pipeline from 
South District Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 

• FPL will build a wastewater 
treatment facility on site to further 
manage nutrient and mineral 
content 

• Does not use water targeted for 
Everglades restoration 

13 
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Majority of recla!_!!!.ed ~ter pipe!_!_ng_located within existing 
..... transmission line right of way 
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PROPOSED 
TRANSMISSION 
POLE 

• Impacts to wetlands for pipeline 
installation are temporary 

• Within the transmission line 
right-of-way the pipeline will be 
placed under the existing 
access road 

• Construction area will be 
limited to 75ft. in width 

; x iSING UNPAYfQ - • 

~~~~~~~~6~~ • In 2011 a natural gas maan was 
installed by Florida Gas 
Transmission within the right­
of-way so vegetation within the 
construction area has been 
recently disturbed 

Temporary wetland impacts have been minimized through 3 
FPL . .. ,·; ~ co-location with existin transmission line access road , ... 



Radial Collector wells provide a back-up cooling water 
supply when reclaimed water is not available 
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Well design draws saltwater from beneath Biscayne Bay · ··.·· 
. avoid in im acts to marine environment _ ... ,. ·~-- -~·· ·>· . 

F=PL. 
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New Transmission Lines: 

How: 

Why: 

Two 500-kV lines Clear 
Sky to Levee 

One 230-kV line Clear 
Sky to Pennsuco 

One 230-kV line Clear 
Sky to Davis; then Davis 
to Miami 

Utilize existing rights of 
way where practicable 

More local transmission 
capacity is needed 

At summer peak, over 
50°/o of power is imported 
to Miami-Dade county 

~ 
I= P L . 
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Through the State Site Certification, the West Consensus 
Corridor (WCC) was approved as the primary western corridor 

• The wee minimizes impacts to 
ENP and wetlands and increases 
buffer from wading bird rookeries 

• The corridor departs the L-31 N 
south of Tamiami Trail and goest~t?;;~ 
through Bird Drive basin .Mi~. 

• The wee provides land to the east 
of the L-31 N sufficient for all 
structures 

- A combination of SFWMD and 
MDLPA member property would 
be required to avoid ENP entirely 

• If the wee cannot be developed, 
FPL's original corridor (West 
Preferred) is also certified 

19 
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Project Wetland Impacts 

Units 6 & 7 Site 

Associated Non-Linear Facilities 
(Nuclear Admin/Training Bldgs. 

& Parking, Reclaimed Water 
Treatment Faci lity, Treated 

Water and Radial Collector Well 
Delivery Pipelines) 

Temporary Construction Access 
Roadway Improvements 

Reclaimed Water Pipelines 

Transmission Lines 

250.2 D 

69.8 D 
6.4 T 

81.6 D 

43.6 T 

308.2 D ¥0 /'? fJ...O 0 

128.3 

53.4 

80.6 

4.5 

241 

508 

Source: Modified from Turi<ey Point Units 6&7 Mitigation Plan, Rev. 2 (USACE Supplement) August 2012 

D = direct, T =temporary 
EMB = Everglades Mitigation Bank 
HID= Hole in the Donut Mitigation Bank 

Mitigation Proposed 

EMB Credits 

EMB Credits 

SW 3201h St. Restoration Site (70%) 
NW Restoration Site (30%) 

NW Restoration Site .. 
West Corridor - HID Credits 
East Corridor- EMB Credits 

~ 
FPL. 



Proposed Wetland Mitigation 
,;"'~~ ~ •l ~~~~- I~ l~ ·~ -; ~- .. : ~~ ,:-- ·;~:··· (f; ~: ~ ~:··~}.;,{1~~ ':' ·.· ' ...,. -~ ,.,~ "t:: 1- • 4 

r \. ' Estimated 
o I ~._~ •~ Tl • ~.:':\: ..::J '\ ~., 1 1 

1 _.H ~~-'-!:! 1)-,_e, ~·~·"""-· ":... 'I 
• :~:~ I ' - ' ' .,. \. 

• I ' I :~ .. .;;~~ ~ . .. .. .: 

; .~ r<-, -~- .i' ~ ' .. ~ ; ( ~ ,. .. i Functional Lift '~;'.~ Preposed Mitigation .•_ 
. . . 

4~· -r.:. ~ctivity :~· rir\ .:. Acres (UMAM Credits) _ .. .., · ... 
NW Restoration Site Vegetative enhancement, 
(Biscayne Sawgrass hydrologic restoration, 

238 35.7 Preserve) preservation 

Vegetative enhancement, 
SW 320lh St Restoration Site hydro logic restoration, 

preservation 574 56.8 

Sea Dade Canal Crocodile Creation of saline lagoon and 
Sanctuary c rocodile nesting habitat 6.4 N/A 

Everglades Mitigation Bank 
Mitigation credits 1,409 175.8 

Hole in the Donut Mitigation 
Bank Mitigation credits 308 241 

Pipeline Restoration Vegetative restoration 46.6 N/A 
Temporary Construction Removal of temporary 

roadways, vegetative Access Roadway Restoration restoration TBD N/A 
~··-'l ... •,.J.:t»i ...... : - ,...:.;· ... ~:. :;. ,. , .. ,·~ ; ... ~ ·~ -·. l' 

~ - ·· · • · • li®ffiA'L _ _.t ~, -.. r 1'1 r"f'f~ ... :: ~ll' ,.... . .~.l r -::. ~·-; • 1 if,.,! t- ='... - ·- . 2,682 509 l.~~·;er:-r:--;;1b~t :/ l o I ~~ :J: ~~- -· ~ ~".'~~.f1.~~-~J~ .. -,~ ::(J ... ~'!·_!_ \-:·~ ~r _..•J!~-~'" :~ l.~-~. ~. '" ' • ..l .::t.~ •.... --
'.. 

. , . """ •or-r r<;;,-<· Further avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts will occur ·--~~,· with final transmission line right-of-way engineering design ·:,.-·~·:i~{f;~::: 
Source: Modified from Turkey Point Units 6&7 Mitigation Plan Rev. 2 (USACE Supplement) August 2012 

21 
I=PL. 
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Location of Mitigation Projects 

1 - NW Restoration Site 
4 - Everglades Mitigation Bank 

2- SW 32Q1h Street Restoration Site 
5- Hole in the Donut Mitigation Bank 

3- Sea Dade Canal Crocodile Sanctuary 
6- Pipeline Restoration 



The State Certification has been issued, the federal review is 
currently in the draft Environmental Impact Statement stage 

Status of State and Federal Licensing and Permitting 

Site Certification Application 
(SCA) 

• June 2009 
- Application filed 

• May2014 

23 

- Final Order issued 
• Certification of Turkey Point 

Units 6 & 7 Project and 
anci llary facilities 

• West Consensus Corridor 
and West Preferred Corridor 
as backup 

• Mitigation Plan 

Combined Construction and 
Operating License Application 
(COLA)/ USACE Section 404 

• February 2015 
- Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement 
• Comment Period Ends July 17, 2015 

• March 2015 
-__A04- blic Notice 

0ebxua-ry 2016 d '/ /V/1 
~I &t-t-< ~/J 

- F1nal Environmental Impact 
:.tatement 

• Spring 2017* Co-"tJr,.J o/~7 
- Issuance of COL 1/ r:..? ~;.e 

*Date consistent with previous COL dates @ 
I= PL. 



USACE Section 404 Permitting - FPL Submittals 

• June 2009 -Section 404 Application and Mitigation Plan 
• May 2010 - Revised 404 Application (removal of FPL-owned fill 

source) 
• July 2011 -Mitigation Plan Rev 2 
• October 2011 -Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis 
• August 2012- Mitigation Plan Rev 2 (USACE Supplement) 
• November 2012- Biological Assessment 
• December 2013 - Revised 404 Application (removal of West 

Secondary Corridor, inclusion of West Consensus Corridor as 
primary; removal of original RWTF location, inclusion of RWTF 
alternate location) 

• Responses to Requests for Additional Information: 
- December 2011 (Analysis of alternatives to West Preferred transmission corridor ) 
- April2012 (Additional Information regarding FPL's Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Ana lysis) 
- June 2013 (Additional information based on 12/12/12 NRC public meeting. Focus on LEDPA analysis) 

- September 2013 (West transmission corridor alternatives) 
- March 2014 (LEDPA analysis: practicability factors and site selection process) 

~ 
FPL. 
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EPA Letters (4/9/15 & 5/4/15) to USACE: FPL Preliminary Comments/Reponses (5/8/15) 

Page 1, Paragraph 1, 2nd sentence: • The applicant proposes to 
impact 1,000 acres of tidal and freshwater wetlands for the 
purpose of constructing two new 1,100 megawatt nuclear 
generating units at the existing Turkey Point facility. " 

Page 1, Paragraph 1, 51h sentence: "However, the PN did not 
provide a detailed breakdown of wetland impacts by 
community type.H 

Page 1, Paragraph 3, 1"1 sentence: "The proposed project 
will have a direct impact on approximately 300 acres of 
high quality, tidal mangrove wetlands." 

Statement is incorrect, consistent with incorrect statements in the PN and DE IS. 
• USACE permit application requests authorization for 710 acres of direct impact and 

50 acres of temporary impact. 
• Wetlands proposed for impact are not tidal. 
• Full and accurate summary of proposed wetland impacts is located in USACE 

permit application, modified per letter FPLNNP-10-0151 (May 7, 2010), and the 
associated August 2012 Mitigation Plan Rev 2 (USACE Supplement). 

This detailed breakdown is provided in the USACE application, Mitigation Plan, 
Environmental Report (ER), and Site Certification Application (SCA) 

Statement is incorrect. The 300 acre number used appears to derive from the PN 
"Existing Conditions· description of the Units 6&7 Site ("The approximately 300-acre site 
consists of the 218-acre plant area for Units 6 & 7, and adjacent areas designated for 
laydown."), but this is the figure for the entire site, and these 300 acres are not high quality 
tidal mangrove wetlands. 
• No tidal wetlands are proposed to be permanently impacted. 
• Approximately 250 ac of wetland impacts are proposed, associated with the Units 

6&7 Site and adjacent laydown area 
• The Site is dominated by sparsely-vegetated hypersaline mud Oats. bisected by two 

remnant canals and their associated spoil pile berms. with small scattered areas of 
mangroves. The Site is isolated from Biscayne Bay, and wholly contained within an 
industrial wastewater treatment facility that has been in place since the early 1970s. 

Data presented in the USACE application, Mitigation Plan, ER, and SCA include the 
following excerpts regarding impacts to and characteristics of mangrove wetlands within 
the project area: 
• Units 6& 7 Site contains approx. 29.1 ac of low-quality non-tidal mangroves within 

the existing Industrial Wastewater Treatment Facility (IWWTF) 
• The Site is periodically inundated by hypersaline water used for cooling purposes 

and provides limited habitat for aquatic biota. evidenced by the limited number of 
aquatic taxa that can tolerate hypersaline waters, elevated temperatures, and low 
dissolved oxygen. 

• Nuclear Admin/parking/training area = approx. 26.1 ac of non-tidal mangrove and 
willow surrounded by existing Turkey Point plant parking lots and roadways 

• Reclaimed Water Treatment Facility (RWfF) = approx. 32.6 ac of non-tidal 
mangrove/sawgrass located upon and adjacent to previously dredged test cooling 
canals, surrounded by existing roadways and L-31 E levee 

I

The rationale provided by EPA for considering tidal mangroves as ARNI does not apply to 
the isolated, non-tidal wetlands described above. -I= PL. 



EPA Letters (4/9/15 & 5/4/15) to USACE: FPL Preliminary Comments/Reponses (5/8/15) 

Page 2, Paragraph 1, 1 51 sentence: "In addition, the proposed 

The source of the 40 ac value is unclear. It appears that it might refer to the 
non-tidal areas within the RWTF impact area, if so, the 40 ac of sawgrass marsh 
'value is not correct. 
• Approx 32.6 ac of mangrove/sawgrass is proposed for impact within 

RWTF. 
• 

jproject would impact approximately 40 acres of sawgrass •• 

The RWTF is within an isolated wetland area historically impacted by 
construction of test cooling canals and does not connect to Biscayne Bay. 
None of the wildlife species mentioned in the rationale for considering 
sawgrass marsh as ARNI have been observed or are expected to occur 
within the RWTF area, with the potential exception of wood stork. The 
RWTF is not located within the core foraging area of any wood stork 
colonies. 

marshes which provide principal environmental values related to 
water quality and quantity." 

Page 2, Paragraph 2, 151 sentence: "Lastly, the proposed project 
would impact approximately one acre of submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SA V), which includes Ruppia maritima, Thalassia 
testudinum, and Halodule wrightii. " 

Page 2, Paragraph 3, 1st sentence: "The EPA requests that the 
applicant provide information on measures that have been 
taken to avoid and minimize onsite, freshwater and tidal 
wetland impacts. The project as proposed will impact 1000 
acres of tidal and freshwater wetlands which include ARNI. " 

• West transmission corridor includes areas of sawgrass within the existing 
transmission line ROW. Final transmission facilities design (roads and 
structure pads) will avoid and minimize wetland impacts to the greatest 
extent practicable. 

IValue is incorrect. The correct value is presented in the PN. 
• Seagrass surveys within the equipment barge unloading area resulted in 

approx. 0.004 ac of two species of seagrass, Thalassia and Halodule, no 
occurrence of Ruppia. ,. Seagrasses within the IWWTF (Halodule and Ruppia) do not provide the 
ARNI functions described in the remainder of paragraph 2 as they are not 
connected to Biscayne Bay 

11\ discussion of avoidance and minimization measures was provided in Section 
9 of the October 2011 Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis, as well as the 
Introduction sections of the June 2009 Mitigation Plan (SCA Appendix 1 0.4, 
!Attachment E), July 2011 Mitigation Plan (Rev 2) , and August 2012 Mitigation 
Plan Rev. 2 (USACE Supplement). 

jAs noted above, the USACE permit application does not request authorization 
for 1000 acres of wetland impact, and no permanent impacts to tidal wetlands 
are proposed. 

~ 
FPL.. 



EPA Letters (4/9/15 & 5/4/15) to USAGE: FPL Preliminary Comments/Reponses (5/8/15) 

Page 2, Paragraph 3, 51h sentence: "The EPA recommends that the 
applicant consider installing the reclaimed and potable waterlines at 
deep enough elevations which would allow herbaceous wetlands 
to remain at the surface." 

Page 2, Paragraph 3, last sentence: "In addition, we recommend 
that a/flay down areas used during construction be restored to 
their natural wetland community type." 

Page 2, Paragraph 4, 151 sentence: "In order to evaluate the 
proposed project, the EPA requests that the applicant provide a 
colored copy benthic survey of the boat basin, radial collector 
wei/locations, and the Unit 6&7 site. " 

The restoration of temporary wetland impacts associated with pipelines is standard 
practice; FPL's commitment in this regard is already described in detail in the 
USAGE application, ER, SCA, and Conditions of Certification (COCs). Following 
installation of pipelines, wetlands will be restored to their pre-impact condition and 
thereafter be allowed to remain within the right-of-way (ROW). In addition, FPL has 
committed to providing additional mitigation credits to offset the lag time associated 
with in-situ restoration of temporarily impacted wetlands within pipeline ROWs. 

Portions of the Site for staging and laydown currently consist of approximately 20 
acres of previously filled areas/roadways and approximately 32 acres of the 
IWWTF, consisting of low quality areas of open water/discharge canal, adjacent 
dwarf mangroves, and a man-made remnant canal. None of the areas are a 
natural wetland community type, and restoration to their existing condition would 
provide minimal ecological benefit. The restoration of natural mangrove wetlands 
off-site at the Everglades Mitigation Bank provides much greater regional 
ecological benefit than the restoration of canals, open water areas, and sparse 
idwarf mangroves within an active IWWTF. 
• Benthic survey of the equipment barge unloading area was provided (see 

#5); COCs (Section B.VII (Miami Dade County) 0 .7] require survey to be 
updated prior to construction. 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

Radial collector well caissons are upon uplands, no benthic communities are 
present. 
Benthic surveys of the area above the radial collector wells (RCW) radials 
were provided in SCA Completeness Round 1 (October 2009). 
COCs include extensive RCW biological monitoring plan for benthic 
resources prior to, during, and following RCW construction and operation. 
Units 6&7 site is dominated by mudflat that does not support SAV. Remnant 
canals within the site contain seagrass, but these areas are isolated from 
Biscayne Bay and do not provide the SAV functions associated with ARNI 
(see #5). 

..-... 

if~ 
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EPA Letters (4/9/15 & 5/4/15) to USACE: FPL Preliminary Comments/Reponses (5/8/15) 

FPL has provided substantial scientific data and testimony about se~ level and Page 3, Paragraph 1 (starts at bottom of pg 2), last senten~e: !the effects of sea level rise during the state site certification proceedings. "Please provide information which would support construction of 
the project considering the fact that even though the power units The Recommended Order for Certification issued by the State of Florida for the 
will be c~nstructed on this island, .the surrounding landscape project states: "The plant design elevation ac~ounts for more than maximum 
may be 1mpacted by sea level :1se o: storm surg_es that may .. storm surge plus sea level rise. FPL has prov1ded reasonable assurance. th~t affect the feasibility of the project gJVen the project purpose. the Project is not contrary to the public interest as it relates to sea level nse. 

Page 3, Paragraph 2, last 2 sentences: "II is not clear what 
contingency plan will be implemented should the 60 day (RCW) 
limitation be exhausted and the reclaimed water supply is not 
available. Please provide a detailed explanation of the 
contingency plans." 

Page 3, Paragraph 3, last 2 sentences: "In the event that onsite 
wetland impacts are reduced and avoidance and minimization are 
demonstrated in the future, the EPA requests that the applicant 
provide the following information regarding any proposed 
mitigation. This information is necessary in order to ensure 
the proposed mitigation for impacts associated with the 
project are in compliance with the Federal Compensatory 
Mitigation rule, dated April 2008." 

Conditions of Certification Section B.VI.C.3.b addresses the contingency plan 
for emergency water allocation: 

"Emergency Withdrawals Any withdrawals in excess of the withdrawals 
authorized under this Certification shall require prior SFWMD approval. The 
SFWMD may grant such approval for any emergency withdrav;a/s less than 90 
days in duration without modifying these Conditions of Certification. SFWMD 
approval shall be based on the non-procedural requirements of Chapter 40E-2, 
F.A.C." 

A discussion of the proposed mitigation plan's compliance with Federal 
Compensatory Mitigation Rule was provided in the Section 5 of the August 2012 
Mitigation Plan Rev. 2 (USACE Supplement). 

FPL. 



EPA Letters (4/9/15 & 5/4/15) to USACE: FPL Preliminary Comments/Reponses (5/8/15) 

Page 4, Paragraph 1, first sentence: "The EPA 
requests that the applicant provide Uniform 
Mitigation Assessment Method scores for the 
proposed impact and mitigation sites." 

Page 4, Paragraph 2, first sentence: "The EPA 
requests that the applicant provide a cumulative 
impact analysis for other commercial projects that 
have proposed tidal and fresh~ater wetland 
impacts in Miami-Dade County , Florida." 

UMAM scores are provided for all impact and mitigation sites in the USACE application, 
associated July 2011 Mitigation Plan (Rev 2) and the August 2012 Mitigation Plan Rev. 2 
(USACE Supplement), including the technical rationale for each score. The UMAM 
scores have been thoroughly reviewed by the FDEP and MDC, and approved in the 
Conditions of Certification. 

Cumulative ecological impacts have been thoroughly addressed in Section 7.3 of the 
DE IS 

-I= PL. 



EPA Letters (4/9/15 & 5/4/15) to USACE: FPL Preliminary Comments/Reponses (5/8/15) 

Page 2, Paragraph 4, 2nd sentence: "At this point, the state has 
not issued its Section 40 1 certification for this project." 

Page 2, Paragraph 4, last sentence: "To the best of our 
knowledge, neither the ESA consultation nor the Section 401 

Statement is incorrect. The Project was certified by the State of Florida on May 
19, 2014. A written final order granting certification under the Florida Electric 
Power Plant Siting Act constitutes the granting of Section 401 water quality 
certification by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection. See ss. 
403.511 (3), 403.531 (3) , Fla. Stat. 

certification processes have been completed as of the date of this IESA Section 7 consultation with the USFWS and NMFS has been initiated by 
fetter." the NRC and is ongoing: FPL expects Biological Opinion issuance concurrent 

Page 2, Paragraph 5, 41h sentence: "In addition, the state has not 
issued its Section 401 certification and consultation with the FWS 
has not been completed." 

Page 2, Paragraph 5, 3rd sentence: "Therefore, because the EPA 
has not been provided sufficient additional information to affow us 
to determine that the proposed project complies with the CWA 
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines, we must conclude that it does not, 
and we therefore believe that a permit for the project is not 
approvabfe, as proposed." 

with Final Environmental Impact Statement. See item #1 above for Section 401 
certification. 

As described in the cover letter to this submittal, FPL has not been provided an 
opportunity to provide additional information to the EPA. We would appreciate 
the opportunity to provide the material referenced and participate directly in 
meetings to resolve EPA's concerns. 

3 
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